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t h e  morning, and c l i c k i n g  through here ,  we see  t h a t  
t h e  puffs dofi ' t  quite make i t  or j u s t  b a r e l y  make 1: 

:o t h e  Montana border ,  bu t  now t h e  winds, a s  we sari 
:c t h e  previcns s u w i a t i o n ,  a r e  revers lcg  d:rectic:. 
as t h a t  c i r c u i a t i o n  moves through. A d  t h e  p u f f s  
a:e now going t o  r e t r e a t ,  t h e  o l d  puffs are go::; :: 
r e t r ea t .  The new puffs  a r e  hanging back. And s c  we 
see t h a t  i n  tk,is s r m i l a t i o c  t h e  plume g c t  t o  t h e  
H c ~ t a n a  bcrder and then reversed d i r e c t i o n .  

kit!. the  I+!: mcael s 1  ation. A i m s :  t h e  S a m  
i e ~ e , ,  b-t yo: n o t i c e  rne winds are  n u ~ ?  s t r o c g e r .  
Fe have here  sur face  and upper air stations, sic;ia: 
s p o l s .  
LTprtac: cozponer.: 
socrce, s a e  :;me, p 

ark :hen we ' re  go:?; 
:c  see the ~ x c i s  :e::rcclate. The d i i u t l o n  wind 

eve:.:, f o r  t k s  mode! :ha:. t h e  o ther  mde:. : : 

how, h'2r.t t t  S59k' yCC the S&?e period 

. -  

The strer,q:t of :he win 

scee: a: iev.1 is high.:, F.'J;~ hiahe: for t::~ 

.'.. , 
L T  

, l e t ' s  rc:. s o x  s 
ezts ] .?St  ;c see k': 

:.amer.. .. 

x:o a c c o x t  everyone's poin t  of view here ,  Nort i  
Dakcta base l ine  and Lcrth Dakota  curre:.t s o x c e s  
-sing the average e x s : m s  -- by the way, i watt :: 
rner,t:or, that fo: the CA:YET processicg for t h e  EUS 
we used by l a c k  c i  defau l t ,  f o r  the ims: par:, 
except we used t h e  s m l a r i t y  dispersic~, so we 
d . d " ' t  2 l  r1av e t c  wxry about these f i a ses  cf te:;ai:. 
icfluences w:th he:gkt becanse :he d a z  were 5c g x ~  
:orbin; i c  we didr.': have t c  f i d d l e  
i iac ted t c  leave that :bough: wi:k yo:, that we gc: 
away fror. a l i  of :he r.oti'H'kQY depar tc res  tha: have 
beer. notec by Nct~r ,  and s c  on,  w i t h  t h i s  new 
database. 

we:e the Source corrbi2a:ions and post process:ng 
corh ina t ions  t h a t  we csed .  North Dakota b a s e h e  
and concurrent  sO'::cej, no v a r i a n t  sources, as 
rr.ectioneC b e f o r e .  Ac3 then we took t h e  higher  of 

t e m  eCiSsions t c  see what t h a t  would ao. ke 
processed 1; two ways .  One way with the PA4L 

hk have f o x  r e s c l t s  t c  show. :us: t o  :art? 

Now, re t - rn icg  t o  t h i s  presenta t lor '  cf wka: 

. .  + '  ,ne -- we took bas::z-iy t h e  high 911 percent  s h o r t -  

I 

Y: 

approach, and one way with t h e  EPA p a x e d  :r, tme 
2nd space approach. And I t h i n k  I jus: go: :c:c 
t h a t  thought t h e r e .  The p a i r e d  i n  t h e  and un~i::e' 
1:. rine approach, where t h e  unpaired LL time s e :  
t h e  &y,. %V.L i s  set by t h e  b a s e l i n e ,  runs:~; :?t' 

r ,ase l ine  e~. iss iocs ,  no:ieg :he second highest 
c e c c e n x a t i o c  over a i l  receptcrs .  Ye d:d n;: :se 
spa:;ai average.  k'e ]as: tcoic t h e  second highest 
overall r e c e p t o r s ,  as k r i c  was n o t i n g ,  added t h e  
:c:re~ec: and tha: e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  M.k.4L. We :he: 
ran t h e  c u r r e n t  and compared the  ccrrec: secx.2 
::chest t o  t h e  MAAL. 

approach cf adding increment expasders ::: :x::-.?:: 
'&;red i n  time and space, cornparis; :re :es~.:s 
d::ec:ly t o  t h e  increment l x i t s .  
.,- n= able  t o  s e e  t h e s e  m b e r s .  
r e  lust p o i n t  out t h a t  th:s i s  t h e  res 
w'I:  di+- ...._ f c r  tne year  ?DOC with :he k::h %,-:a 
c:rie:.f e x s s i m  r a t e s  u s i n g  annual ave:age: I 2.s 
.._l.__ we d x ' t  have 5r.y exceeciences G: a:! !!LuY: 

c...,, ;r. fa::, the hichest percentages a r e  on-! # :  

percen:; wnereas riltr. tic:!:. 3sk:ta's 127. xi::, :?.e 
~ a . x  e.~.ss;cns,  I thisk they were m r e  : n c  96 
c e r x : .  S- :k m e ,  p:edicts ioiis: i r . p a c ~ s  t 

. -., The p a i r e d  i n  time used t h e  ::?.':-:-:,;- -.:.-. 

. .  Yc: may n:: 
* .  
I apoicg;ze. E:: it': 

I2:i-r -- 
~ ..? ."* 

. .  
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So in conclusion, finally, the last line, I 

recornend based on the superiorlty of the 
ioeteoroiocicz: data fror; a meteorologist's point o i  
v i e i ,  that tnis meteorological data be used ana 
cocsidered for this application. Remember that the 

: 

44: 
~ 3 y c e 5 ,  as we'iy S:SC>S~E?; before, b:;: c:herk':se we 

e , i s s ; s ~ s  ir. their en:irety. T h a t ' s  the 
 re::^. ;.:: we g3t a h:Shej: S E C ~ ~ ?  

I ~ "n-c ,.cu: cf 4 . 2  a n i  x a :  was the c!osest we gc: i c  

M?,. SCHWILlT: 
paired in time and space? 

KF. P A I E :  The way EPA does their post 
crocessinc is that  :hey take the base l ine  and the 
current e;r,issicns fc: every r e c e p r  and every hour 
and they sl&rac: the:, and they take that 

knc what d:d yo:: mean by 

e .  ?he way they would van: ys:: t c  do i: -- 
, UE used their approacr, ~re::~ m.;ch, ;:st 

ar?;ing fror, the poin: of view, we;;, aee,  ;i we use 
:heir approach, use their -- even the:: peak 
estimates of ezissions, wha: w w l d  we g e t ?  A X  53 

Ever, 
though we do:': agree with it, we ]us: wanted to see 
what wodd happec. 

MR. SCHWiW3T: And the M?!5 data is 
available for the yea: 2G00, or it car. be custor, 
nade to whichever year you wact to use? 

Mi?. PXN'E: Well, the RUE data tha:'s the 
essential component only became available in 2000, 
so it's pot  available before 2035. Tha t  

, " C *  for -- just  :c see what would happen. 
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background and then they forgot to add background. 

RF. SCHWINDT: Okay. Thank you. Are there 
an) other questions? 

M?. k':TLWY: Yeah. This is Lyle Wltnar, 
Attorney General's Office. Did you ao a modeling 
KUT. using ailowables on this dara set' 

MR. PAINE: Well, we've haa very little 
tune, as yoL car. imagine, to do much of anything. 
We've pretty mcri aone WG~: you see. Basically, 
us ing  either tne currect exssions used by the Nort:. 
3akota Departrent of health, whicr. are t h e  annbal 
averages fc: tne c':rreCt, or the E?.t. version of 

Sc ]us: to clarlf}, YOU Kart 

we're supposed to use and you ran the 

we've haa time to dc. 
MR. WiTHP3: 

tne averagt rate of tons per yea: nwtier that the 

e i l - r i cc r  ezicsions rate tha: EPA 
use2 -- 

M?. PAINE: Yes. 

W .  PAINE: Yes. 
MF. WITYAb!: Yo2 5ia not r d n  a!iokac,e' 
MT.  PAINE: ko, 1 don't ever. knok kr.at 

MR. W:TIIRN.: : d a n t  to follok up oc a 

W:WJ!: -- for  tnese nwoers' 

those a r e .  k c ,  we Lave no:. 

41 
co;p:e zf t n e  hearing officer's ques:ions, toc, 
eecause the numbers of concern are tne 24-no2: 

n'urrbers at tne park. Now, I want to !us: make s ~ r e  
I unaerctood what you said. YOU said yo:! c o y r e 3  
casically the monitoring aata to tne moae: 
predictions' 

M ? .  FAINE: Fo: the year ? c I O C ,  for this new 
moae:, that's correct. 

ME. WITHRM: Well, let a e  focx ry questior. 
so -- you covered a lot of areas an3 it's late ir. 
the day and i'il try and focus the ques:ion so you 
unaerstanc it. Basically, you said tha: withos: 
adding the bacKgrcanc aata, whicr. yc, psicte3 oat 
TaD1e 5. ;  recpres from Appenaix W, Du: witnost 
usin? that backgrounc aata, even then at tne hignest 
concentrations, which is the focus of the hearing 
and 0:' PSD ir. some context, even then at t h e  hignes: 
grid, the model is overpredicting the actual 
monitoring concentrations by a factor of 1.51 

MR. PAINE: In some cases it was. Those 
figures were xcludea in the North Dakota April 
report, ar..? I have reproduced tneir here. 

E. K T W :  And then basically wnen you 
aaa the background aata, your testimony is tnat it's 
overarea:c:rsa DY more than a factor of 2, correct' 

KR. PAINE: In one case tne 2 4 - h ~ ~  Tecq 
Roosevelt point, some of them were silcCtiy more 
than a factor of 2 overpredlcte:! towa:? the h:!! 
end. 

MR. WITHA!!: And to be usea i t ' s  snppcse:. 
to be within that factor of 2 7  

HP. PAIRE: We::, a factor of  2 i s  a rcie 
cf t h w  1:'s -- :f yoL're 2 . ; 2 ,  you k ~ o i ,  :f 
yoc're sllgh:ly more thar. tna:, it a3esr.': throw -.. off 
the model, as you approacn ::a: fa::?: c: & ,  y:" 
start to become concernea tha:, we::, : r.aw a 
systemc overarediction bias, shoaar.': 1 :r) t: 2: 

be:ter. %:'s bzsicdiy what len t c  :T.:s :tne: 
coaelicg exercise, p i u s  -- 

I nave several clarificat?on questi0r.s. A fact:: c: 
2 rears it overprezicts ~p 2 C C  pe:cen:; 1 s  t:at - -  

MR. PAINE: We:!, ove1prea:c:s D) iCi: 
percent. The preaiction is &ice tr.e o~se:va:~o: 

MR. WITF!: Okay. : c;c :As 
L . . a . .  So a factor of i usJ::: ze a: c'.:: - -  

M R .  PAIKE: A factcr c: :, 
r a t i o  cf the predictior. :c the 3:se:i-at:cc .-  ar.2 ;i 
it's If tna: reans it's a perfee: rm- .  
t c a :  reaps :RE r2red:c::c;, :s :.ice :X c:se:ez 

M?. PITHA!!: Noh, JUS: fC: :&a: 

+ I . - &  

.: - t ' s  :, 

7.:  

has beer. throvn a:ocr.3 a :o: here.  
explain what IWAQH stands fo: ard whar IWAQW is? 

: r q  x Air Quality W e l s  was forpee in 1951 t c  
:ry 7.0 azcress t h e  fac: th.: there vas nj approved 
Icc;-:an~e :rapspert r,tdel, Theieiore, the Federa: 
Lan i  t!ar,agers had r.oScdy rnnc:ng anyth;r.g :c assess  
_..+ G-.S at their Class i areas because :here was 
nsthing tc run. 
cocsistency between the EPP. and their v6rio-s 
a y n c i e s to f o rmu la t e s me t e Ax i que s t c add I e s s 

W 

MF, FAINE:  Sure. Tris ictera?encp Wcrk 

> Tr. ̂ *  

So they decided t^i get SOIX 

thi: v c i d  it the ~ 3 ~ e  ~:ccesnres. Thfy went 
t k r o q - ,  two phases; 0 s o m e t b i ~ g  tha: MS 

in;~ediarely ava:lab!e, which was Mesopuff, and the:. 
t s  irprove cpor, tha: rc g:  tc Caicnff. F m l l y ,  
W L J .  -- i n  censnltation w i t k t  t r i e  Federa l  LaEd 
Managers throagh the IW&?!t ]oist c o m t t e e  has 
proposed Calpuff as a -- finally, as the first 
p:oposed guideline air qixjity rde! for long-range 
transport. 

co:z:ttee? 

. , . +  

M R .  KXU!!: 

!%. PAINE: A com;tteef yes. 
MF,. WITHAY: Who's or, that con%ttee? 

An3 yz:'re saying IN/@! is a 

ENINETH & ASSOCIATES 
~~ 
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R .  PAINE: k'ell, I have -- I don't know if 

it's standing anynore. If I'm allowed to ,  I have a 
repor: i n  my briefcase.  
pnase 2 report appear.,: or, the EDA's spring Website. 
Lei's see. There's several acknowleapents. Let's 
see i f  there's a i i s t  -- well, let  me l u s t  read tne 
acknow1eaynec:s. 
j o h n  Notar, a d  Jonn Vimont of the National Park 
Service. hian C m r e l l i  of tne U . S .  EPk. Jon? 
: r H x  of ?iSG., h a : i o d  Oceanic and Atmospner;: 

~-,:.fsc:. cf t:.e L.S. P:s:. and Xilci,iife Services. 
?a: !iaxar,a:. 2 :  tr.e S t a t e  of Oregon. Ken kVee  of 
S:rgicia S t a t e  A?e;c), T h x e  are p ro ixb iy  m:or 
CC:.:L:C~;C:S. T ~ r e ' s  otr,er ce.mers. I co:, ' t  moh 
if ::.el ;is: a i ;  :r,e ~ n e m e : ~ ,  but :hose are 
ccr.::ic~:crs, sc several peoale ir. t r e  Denve: c f f i c e  
cf the hationa; Fark Serv:ce an3 Fish and Kilc;ife 
Service. 

In December of ' 9B  the 

Special e f fo r t s  by Hark Scruggs, 

i s t r a t i x .  Picnara f isner ,  Bo3 8acrilan, 9uc 

I?P. ii;%@!: ir. slU?SnaryI they've go: 
fro; s;a:e reFresen:itlrres, Fish an3 

e 'e~TesEnia:iVes -- 
14. P P . X :  Fcres: Service, hationai Par< 

' -- hationa! Park Service, UP.? 

PAY 6, 7, and 8, 2002 
I ) ,  

7 %  

i d t i  
C A X :  Yes. 

93 ~ J ' J  nave tnat  hanay? 
x?, W;:nfi.!t. : 've  got a feL; questions OF 

E. ; A X :  1 tcink ;t was Section 5 , 2 ,  a m  
l . ~ i L  -t ;ar,dy, bu: naybe we c o d d  11.5; snare 

M?. W3W: keah, several .  Go t o  Sexier. 

M?. FAIN:: &-!x?G. 

.-_* - ,cL-e 5 . ~ .  

: 
-..c.. Gxa,). Dc y x  have a question? 

k.;. Tnere's a!s> a M i e  5 .2  i n  there.  

" ^ n ' C  ' - . r F  

t-.. 

K:T?AV: Tabie 9 . 2  basically s.h.ows tne 
ciferen:  noeeirnc IPP:;~ you're supposec t c  use. 

: Correct. 
J: And i t ' s  go; three differen:  

t m s  of tnings yob're supposed t o  cut ir. tnere,  an3 
basically one fo: Dackground, one for nea:by 
s c x c e s ,  an3 one for  tne proposed nek  NSP socrce. 
K o d c  yod 
silppcse3 t z  oe f o r  anc how 1:'s supposed t o  be used? 

fG. PiA 'E :  Sure. Tnis, fron my 
w.derstanmg, i s  for the national anbien: a i r  
c:a!ity stanaarc compliance demonstration, ana i t  
t E 1 i 5  #ha: kLr.3 cf ei-x:ssicr. rates you're s;p?cisez t c  
CSE for t:.: sources. I f   yo^ have a proposea neiv 
source, you s m i a  use the irlaxiniw eir,:ssion :ate. 
If vou have ~ ~ C K X ~ X A  sources, vou're s u o o ~ s e ~  t c  

Sas::a;iy explain k h a t  tnat is 
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% - -  

... 

1 - ^  

21 
i: 

e n q h ,  a f f e c t  the  x t i c n  of some:h:ng f a r  agay 

because it  j u s t  c a r r i e s  -- it  ge ts  -- 1 Guess i t  ,.- 

r 
c 

E 
5 

A t  
> n  

1: 
12  
13 
i i  

!E 
1- 
1s 
iG 
20 
21 
2 2  
2 3  
22 
2 5  

.. I' 

8 :  I 

7 . -  

:ha-, :hey will miss a pa::icula: DC;?.: :: S C Z C ~  t!,?: 
ti;;, you know, a little b;: f d : t k r  away, bz: s'T-' *. -- 
. h s . . ' r e  narrow er.ocgh, s ' " l  s i y ~ c . - - v * '  -."I .it",. . . . * * d . . * - y  
2: i ec :  :he accuracy i r ,  kt:::; a ~:a!: taige:. Nx, 

: i s  very ha13 t o  ? red ic ; .  b 
s i gr.: ce v: a t i or: 
er,:::eiy. And t h a t ' s  t h e  prob"ler,. :t j x t  t a x e s  a 
s r a l l ,  cmeasuraD!e def!e:t:or. a s  the  p!me is 

eoz1~9 ou: of  the s t a c k  io forever  a!:er i t s  
:ra;ectory and,  t h e r e i o r e ,  i :l.ir.k 1:'s > x t  
iposs ib le .  People have ; c t  giver, u p .  ::Is 

k:a:se cf these u m e a s a r a b i e  smaii d e f l e c t i o n s .  

_ -  
. .  

make t h e  rmel c:ss 1: 

:T .~~ss :~ !E t o  h i t  a ta:?e: i~ a pa:t:cula: tine 

M E .  FKt iM :  F.?d, b a s i c a l l y ,  if I can 
a ~ i z e  wha: you ' re  saying i n  your suggested 

x d e i i c g ,  IS t h a t  yoc're saying tne Departmec: 
shoaid adoF: t h e  approacn t h a t  y x '  re suqgesting 
b e e a x e  i t ' s  inore accura:e -- i t ' s  c lose :  t o  a c t u a l  

t h e  Department d i d  or  w b d t  EP?. d id ;  is chat  r i g h t ?  
MI?. FAINE: In terms of the meteorological  

model, I b e l i e v e  i t ' s  superior becaiise it  has  muck 
m3re observations i n  time and space than have ever  
beer, a v a i l a b l e  b e f o r e .  EPA a l s o  recommended t h a t  

:ored thar, -- c: the  a c t u a l  con5:tions ther, what 
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Page 45s 
1 ('"k proceedings continued, commencing at 
2 9:02 am., Wednesday, May 8, 2002, as follows:) 
3 MR. S C W T :  Good morning. There's a 
4 couple housekeeping issues that we need to perhaps 
5 discuss just a bit. One is that the schedule that 
6 we were operating on had Great h v e r  Energy 
7 scheduled for their testimony thls afternoon. They 
8 do have a couple people that need to travel, so 
9 after Basin Electric finishes their presentation 

10 tlxs morning, we will then go to Great hver .  Then 
11  the remaining people that I had scheduled should 
12 follow basically the same order that I had talked 
13 to you about before, so it would be just probably 
1 4  h s  afternoon. 
1 5  Again, if there are other people thar arc 
16 not scheduled to present some testimony this 
17 morning and are interested in providmg some 
18 testimony, please let me know so that we can work 
19 that into the schedule. I t  dms  look like if thc 
20 presentations don't go longer than what I had been 
21 -- that had been indlcated to me, we should be 
2 2  able to finish up today, but I guess we will wait 
2 3  and see how the day unfolds. 
24 

2 5  possibIe extension of the comment period aftcr 
Some people have talked to me about a 

Page 360 
I thls. I guess we're certainly nilling to consider 
z that. There's some concern about thc availability 
3 of the hearing transcript. 1 did'talk to thc court 
4 reporter. They are still planning on having thc 
5 transcript available uithin five days of the close 
6 of the hearing. Is that not correct? And you can 
7 contact her directly for copics of the transcript. 
8 So 1 guess as far as extending the hearing 
9 comment period, like 1 said, we certainly are 
10 intcrestcd in providing ampl.: opportunlty to 
1 1  provide comments on this. I know EPA had indicatcd 
12 the other day that some additional time would bc 
13 useful for them, so I guess we're willing to do 
14 that. Any thoughts on how long a time that you 
I5 would be Ioohng at bcyond the end of the hearing 
16 here? We initially indicated that comments would 
17 be requested before May 15th, so nine days aftcr 
18 that, on the 24th, that would be the following week 
19 on a Friday. That weekend is Memorial weekend. I 
20 don't know whether you want to work through that 
21 weekend or how you want to do that, so give it some 
22 thought and we can make a decision at the close of 
23 the hearing on how long we're going to extcnd the 
24 comment period. If you have somc thoughts, pleasc 
25 let me know what those might bc. 
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I 
2 about? 
3 
4 to Mr. Connery of Basin Electric. 
5 
6 Officer. Basin Elecmc has one more witness and 
7 then a few closing remarks, and the next witness is 
8 Mr. Curt Melland. Many of you know Curt is the 
9 plant manager of Leland Olds plant and has been 
o there since 1976, just happens to be the period 
1 when you started loolung at the emssions of this 
2 plant. Curt tells me he wasn't plant manager in 
3 1976, when he got out of North Dakota State with a 
4 bachelor of engineering and a master's of 
5 engineering? but he knows t h ~ s  plant from the 
6 ground up, and he is going to address the issue you 
7 asked for comment on of whether or not the 
8 emissions which you have put into your modeling are 
9 representative of normal operations of the plant. 
i0 I would simply call to your attention, as 
: I  I mentioned at the outset, that in previous -- for 
:2 the permitting of h s  plant and for many previous 
:3 exercises, the allowable emissions have been 
4 inciuded. EPA. if you also noticed, said that 
5 Milton R. Young Unit 2, because it had only been 

1 operated for nine months, that its allowable 
2 emissions should go into the modeling. I t  did that 
3 because it wasn't up -- it wasn't operating 
4 normally. And the third test says that when you're 
5 not operating normally, you use potential, whch 
6 when you have a permit, is more limited. 
7 So the basis on which you include h s  can 
8 either be the one that you've proposed, which is 
9 actual emissions and operating history, and Curt is 
0 going to testify to that or it can be allowable 
I emissions, which is what we've urged as a first 
2 preference in what we hnk is fair for the plant. 
3 And with that, I'll turn it over to Curt. 
4 Thanks. 
5 MR. MELLAND: Good morning. I thank you 
6 for h s  opportunity to provide h s  testimony. My 
7 testimony will be covering two points. The first 
8 point will be the selection of the two most 
9 representative years of operation in the baseline 
D period of 1975 and 1980, and the second point will 
I be explaining an apples to apples comparison of the 
2 maximillll emission rates of the baseline years to the 
3 current years. 
1 Before I start, I should give you a copy 
5 of the slides that I'll be using. Depicted here is 

Anythmg else, Doug, that we need to talk 

Okay. With that we will turn it back over 

MR. CONNERY: Thank you, Mr. Hearing 
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I the Leland OIds Station. It's located along the 
2 Missouri River not too far from Stanton, North 
3 Dakota, in Mercer County. 
4 The station was developed as the part of 
5 Basin Electric was growing to supply electric 
6 generation power for Basin Elecmc and its member 
7 cooperatives. Leland Olds is designated or 
8 designed as a base load plant, and it was expected 
9 as a base load plant to operate a full load around 
L O  the clock. 
I i  Leland Olds Unit 1 was completed in 1965, 
12 has a rated generating capacity of 7 1 h megawatts. 
13  In 197 1 an electrostatic precipitator was installed 
14 to control particulate emissions. The 
15 electrostatic precipitator has a collection 
16 efficiency of 99-plus percent. 
17 

18 It has a rated generating capacity of 430 
1 9  megawatts. It, too, has an electrostatic 
zo precipitator to control particulate emssions which 
? I  also has a collecrion efficiency of aboul 99.5 
12 percent. Both Leland Olds Unit 1 and Leland Olds 
! 3  Unit 2 have been subject to the emission limit of 
I? three pounds SO2 per milhon BTUs s i n a  thc 
?5  baseline date. 

Leland Olds Unit 2 was completed in 19-5. 
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1 
2 is the baseline period depends on which wo years 
3 are representative of normal source operation. The 
4 next h ~ o  slides I ' l l  show you quote thc regulations 
5 which govern thc selection of the more 
6 representative years for normal operation. 
7 It says, Thc actual emissions is the rate 
8 of emissions dunng a two-year period which 
9 precedes thc particular date and which is 
0 representative of normal operation. Thc Dcpmmcnt 
i may allow the use of a different time period upon a 
2 determination that it is morc representative of 
3 normal soarce operation. In addition, if a source 
4 can demonstrate that its operation after the 
5 baseline date is more representative of normal 
6 source opration than its operation preceding the 
7 baseline date, the definition of actual emissions 
8 allows the reviewing authority to use the more 
9 representative penod to calculate the source*s 
!O actual emissions contribution to thc baseline 
1 1  concentration. EPA thus believes that sufficient 
!2 flexibility exists within the definition of actual 
!3 emissions to allow any reasonably anticipated 
!4 increases or decreases genuinely reflecting normal 
!5 source operation to bc included in the bascline 

Now, the determination of which wo years 
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1 concentration. 
2 
3 again. EPA thus believes that sufficient 
4 flexibility exists w i h n  the definition of actual 
5 emissions to allow any reasonably anticipated 
6 increases or decreases genuinely reflecting normal 
7 source operation to be included in the baseline 
8 concentration. 
9 
o -- to 2000 operating data. They looked at heat 
I input values, hourly and total, to determine the 
2 representative normal source operation. 
j Here you can see the data that they 
4 utilized. Tt-us chart is for the heat input per 
5 operating hour. These are the facilities that they 
6 looked at, and you'll note that here's Unit 1 for 
7 Leland Olds and here's Unit 2 .  Similarly, they 
8 took a look also or utilized the data for total 
9 heat input and, again, here are the same 
0 facilities, and, again, here is LOS unit 2 and Unit 
1 1. 
2 
3 used as the baseline period the two sequential 
4 years between 1975 and 1980 which had the highest 
5 heat input per operating hour. Basin Electric 

Thls last part is important. 1'11 read it 

Now, the Department reviewed 1975 and 2000 

Now, for each source the Department then 

Page 46C 
I believes that it's more appropriate to use total 
2 heat input, instead of hoyurly heat input, to 
3 determine the normal source operation. 
4 

5 such as Leland Olds are removed periodically to 
6 perform significant maintenance and repairs, and 
7 during ttus period of time overhauls of the boiler, 
8 turbine and other equipment are done. These 
9 overhaul periods are called major outages, and they 
0 typically last from four to eight weeks. Now, any 
I calendar year in which a major outage occurs, the 
2 operating hours are significantly reduced. In the 
3 period between 1975 and 1980, Leland Olds' major 
4 outages were scheduled every 18 months, so every 18 
5 months you had a major outage. 
6 Now, in addition to the major outages, if 
7 you would have an equipment failure, you could end 
6 up ~ i t h  extensive out-of-service hours, as well. 
3 Now, using hourly inputs, that ignores these 
5 out-of-service periods -- yeah, the hourly heat 
I inputs ignores the out-of-service periods and then 
2 essentially ignores an essential factor in judging 
3 whether the years are most representative of normal 
t source operation. However, if you use total heat 
j input, that takes into account those hours of 

Typically Leland Olds -- or power plants 
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1 operation and the out-of-service periods, and, 
2 therefore, is a better measure of a normal 
3 operation period. 
4 Leland Olds Unit 1 had major outages 
5 scheduled in 1976, 1977, 1979 and 1980. NOW, tius 
6 graph shows the total heat input the State used for 
7 Leland Olds Unit 1. If you look at the total heat 
8 input., you can see the effect of the outages in ' 76 
9 and '77. Therefore, if we have to use two 

10 sequential years, we choose that the most 
I I representative of normal operation are the years 
I 2 1977 and 1978. We believe tfus because it includcs 
1 3  1978 in whch there were no major outages and that 
14 the heat input for these years was anticipated as 
1 5  of the baseline date and that these years reflect 
1 6 normal operation. 
17 
I 6 breakm period and experienced equipment failures 
I 9 and other problems. 
23 
21 Olds for total heat input, and you'll notice Unit 2 
22 came on line in December of 1975. You can sce thc 
23 effect that that short-time operation had to our 
24 total heat input. Also, you can see in  the breakin 
25 period when we experienced numerous difficulties 

In 1976 and 1977 Unit 2 was in a startup/ 

Thls graph is the State graph for Leland 
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I how that affected our total heat input. And in the 
2 following year you'll also notice that wc had 
3 outages and major equipment failure, and you can 
4 see also there how that affected our total heat 
5 input. For both of those years we had over 2,000 
6 hours of outage hours, so you can sec it had a 
7 significant impact on our opcrating hours. 
8 
9 normal operation period would be then from the 

10 years 1978 and 1979. We believe this kcause it 
1 I includes 1979, the only year between 1975 and 1980 
12 not involving a startup or breakin period or a 
13 major outage, and it includes heat inputs for these 
14 years which was anticipated as of the baseline 
15 date, and that these years more reflect normal 
16 operations of Unit 2 .  
17 Now, 1976 and 1977 does not represent 
18 normal operation of Unit 1 or Unit 2 for these 
19 reasons. Unit 1, we had major outages in the 
2 0  spring of 1976 and in the fall of 1977, 18 months 
2 1  apart. To be representative of a two-year period, 
2 2  i t  needs to include at least one year without a 
23  major outage. Otherwise, if you choose two years 
24 which incorporate a major outage, that would be 
25 representative of having a major outage in every 

From ttus graph one can see that the more 
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J year, which is definitely not the case. 
2 
3 was one of the first of its size to be installed in 
4 the United States to burn lignite. 
5 Now, cyclone boilers are significantly 
6 different than PC-fired boilers. The fuel, for 
I instance, instead of being crushed to face powder 
8 consistency, as in a PC burner, is crushed to pea 
9 size. A PC burner sprays this fine powder odt into 
o the boiler and ignites it. 
1 In a cyclone boiler, t h~s  pea-sized fuel 
2 goes into a round, horizontal burner and there 
3 burning takes place with a what you might call 
4 horizontal tornado. For h s  thmg to work 
5 properly, the temperatures inside the cyclone must 
6 become very high such that the majority of the ash 
7 is melted and flows out of the cyclone burner, then 
8 flows down into the bottom of the boiler and out of 
9 the bottom of the boiler. To do th~s  the 
:o temperatures have to be very high for ttus to work 
:1 properly in the cyclone burner. 
2 Now, lignite is a fuel that has high 
3 moisture and high ash, low BTU content. I t  took a 
4 significant period of time for Basin Elecmc to 
5 learn how to make lignite work, burn hot enough in 

Now, Unit 2 is a cyclone boiler, and it 
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1 a cyclone burner for it to maintain these hgh  
2 temperatures. 
3 As a result, during 1976 and 1977, there 
4 were frequent slagging and fouling periods of the 
5 Unit 2 boiler and there were many other equipment 
6 problems, and these resulted in numerous 
I out-of-service periods, as I've shown. 
8 Now, the following are only the most 
9 significant of those out-of-senice periods. 
0 In February 1976, the boiler slag taps in 
1 the bottom of the boiler froze up, the cyclone 
2 continued -- cyclone burners continued feedng this 
3 liquefied molten ash into the bottom of the boiler, 
4 which then solidified into a rock-hard mass. It 
5 took us seven days jackhammering in the bottom of 
6 that boiler to clean -- to clear ttus 
7 accumulation. 
8 
9 service for manufacturer modifications of our 
D boiler and turbine. 
1 

2 again taken out of service for three days for 
3 adcbtional turbine modification. 
4 

5 service ttUs t h e  because of the eenerator eround 

In 1976, the boiler was taken out of 

Then in April of '76, the turbine was 

In May 1976, the unit was taken out of 
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I fault. 
2 
3 order to repair the! precipitator. 
4 

5 struggling learning how to burn that lignite, we 
6 were out of senice again for two days where, Once 
7 again, the slag -- the boiler slag taps froze up 
8 and we filled the bottom of the boiler with 
9 solidfied rock-ldce molten ash. 
0 Then in October 1976. we were out of 
I service five days when our 8,000-horsepowcr IB fan 
2 motor faiied. 
3 
4 '  for seven days when not only the boEom of the 
5 boiler plugged up with ash, but also the convection 
6 pass. It took us seven days to clear that ash out 
:: of it once again. 
8 
9 major outage. Ttus lasted 37 days. 
o 
1 we were out of service for 29 days when we 
2 expenenced a turbine blade failure. 
3 From all this you can see that 1976 and 
J I977 certainly was atypical and dces not represent 
5 normal owration. In fact, Unit 2 was not in 

In July of 1976, we were out four days in 

In September 1976, you can see we're still 

In November 1976, we were OEI of senice 

Then in April 1977, we had a scheduled 

And then, once again, in November of 1977, 
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I normal operation until well past the minor source 
2 baselinc date, December 17, 1977. 
3 The next part of my presentation will 
4 discuss method to compare maximum -- an apples to 
5 applcs comparison, I might say, compare maximum 
6 3-hour and 24-hour emission rates for 
7 representative baseline years to the maximum 3-hour 
8 and 24-hour emission rates using the CEM data. 
9 The Leland Olds Station in the baseline 
o ycars betwcen 1975 and 1980 received its coal from 
1 the Glenharold Mine. Now, for every day that we 
2 received a delivery from the Glenharold Mine, an 
3 ASME coal sample was taken. Now, h s  coal sample 
4 was analyzed for sulfur only two to four times a 
5 month. When.we &d our calculations, we chose only 
6 those days in whxh the sulfur was analyzed to help 
7 us be more confident what the sulfur content 
8 actually was in the coal being burned. 
9 Now, to calculate emission rates, one of 
0 the first thmgs we need to do is calculate our 
I coal bum rate, and to do that we utilize our 
2 average monthly heat rate, which is a relationsfup 
3 that gives our -- defines the amount of BWs it 
4 takes in a facility to generate one Kw of power. 
5 Now, using that relationshp -- we obtained that 

Page 469 - Page 47: 



Health Department Condenselt TM 

Page 47 
1 relationship by using our -- excuse me. We 
2 obtained that relationshp by using our data for 
3 our total monthly coal bum, the average monthly 
4 coal heat content in BTUS per pound, and divided it 
5 by our total monthly generation. It's an 
6 efficiency factor. It shows you how efficient that 
7 panicular unit is operating. Then using that 
8 efficiency factor, we went back into the daily 
9 generation logs and we scanned the generation logs 

10 until we could find the three consecutive hours 
11 that gave us the maximum generation. Then using 
12 that total we multiplied that times the heat rate, 
13 bvided it by the actual heat content of the coal 
1 4  for that day to get the total amount of tons burned 
15 in that three-hour period of time. To change that 
16 into a rate of tons per hour, we then hvided it by 

18 Now, for the 24-hour we did the same 
19 h n g ,  only instead of the maximum generation for 
20 three hours, we just took the daily total megawatts 
21 generated for that day and used the same 
2: relationshp. That gave us the total amount of 
23 tons burned in that day, and then to convert it to 
24 a tons by hour, we divided it by 23. 
25 

17 three. 

Then to calculate a 3-hour maximum 
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1 emission rate, we used that coal burn rate and we 
2 multiplied it times the relationship that h4r. 
3 Hammer developed to give us an apples to apples 
4 comparison with CEM data. And for Unit 2 i t  is 40 
5 times the percent of sulfur in that daily sample, 
6 and for Unit 1 it's the coal burn rate times 36 
7 times the percent of sulfur in that daily sample. 
8 Now, when you make these calculations, 
9 then you can take a look with an apples and apples 

10 comparison of emission rates during the first 
I I baseline period of I975 through 1980 to the 
12 emission rates of current years 2000-2001. And 
13 h s  bar chart shows that comparison. T h ~ s  is for 
14 Unit -- Leland Olds Unit 1 .  It is the maximum 
15 3-hour emission rate comparison. This bar shows 
16 the maximum 3-hour emission rate for the year 
17 1977. This bar shows the maximum 3-hour emission 
. 8  rate for the year 1978. a s  bar shows the average 
9 of those two values. This bar shows the maximum 

!O 3-hour emission rate using CEM data for the year 
! I  2000. l h s  bar shows the maximum CEM 3-hour 
12 emission rate for the year 200 1 .  And, again, this 
13 bar shows the average of those two years. 
14 Well, if you look, you can see using an 
:5 apples to apples comparison, the maximum 3-hour 
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1 emission rate in the baseline years is just equal 
2 to or slightly above the maximum 3-hour emission 
3 rate using CEM data for the years 2000-200 I .  
4 Smdarly, if you go to Unit 1 and you 
5 check the 24-hour emission rate, you see i n ' h s  
6 bar the emission rate for the years 1977-1978. and. 
7 again, this bar shows the average for the CEM data 
8 for the years 2000-2001, and, once again, apples to 
9 apples comparison, the emission rates for 1977- 1978 

10 are greater or equal to those of the y c x  
1 1 2000-200 1. 
12 
13 find the same story. ;';:: inaxmum 3-how emission 
14 rate for the years 1972-1979 is shon-n by this b z ,  
15 which is hilgher than the average m a i m u m  3-hour 
16 emission rate for the years 2000-2001 shonn by this 
17 bar. 
18 Similarly, if you go to the 24-how 
19 maximum emission ratc, and you can see that thc 
20 average for the years 1978-1979 for Unit  2 is 
2 1  hgher than the average using CEhi data for thc 
22 years 2000-2001. 
23 From h s  analysis we can conclude thcn 
24 that the Leland Olds Station currcntly docs not 
25 consume any incrcmcnt. 

If you do the r v i c  ai;.il~sis on Unit 2, you 
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2 application of the proposed CEbi cquivalent 
3 calculation to calculate baseline emissions might 
4 be flawed if sodium values are diffcrcnt in thc 
5 baseline years than the currcnt years, and thc 
6 answer is sodium values in thosc timc framcs have 
7 remained within a narrow rangc. 
8 Now, according to AN:, a singlc cquation 
9 can be used to calculate emission ratcs if you 

10 don't have any measurcd data for sodium valucs 
I 1 between 8 percent shown by this line and 2 pcrccnt 
! 2  as shown by h s  line. Now, if we placc Unit  I 
, 3  data in this graph, for thc ycxs 1975 through 1980 
14 whcre h s  scale shows the time frames from 1975 
15 through 1980 and thc purple linc shows the data for 
' 6  1975 through 1980, and if you thcn put on thc data 
.7  for the years 1995 through 2001 as shown by thc 
, 8  brown line, you can scc that they all fall within a 
19 fairly narrow rangc and they all fall within this 2 
!O percent and 8 percent rangc. 
!I  Similarly, if you go to Unit  2 ,  as you can 
22 see, the purple line for the yews 1975 through 
23 1980 show the sodium values for Unit 2 during thosc 
!4 years, and then the sodium values for the ycars 
!5 1995 to 200 1 are shown by this brown line, and, 

Now, the question was poscd whcthcr thc 
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I once again, they all fall within a fairly narrow 
2 range and they all fall within the 2 percent and 8 
3 percent range as described accordmg to A p - 4 2 .  

4 Therefore, the so&um values should not affect the 
5 use of proposed CEM equivalent calculations. 
6 
7 happy to answer any questions. 
8 
9 question. The coal sample taken for sulfur that 
o you referenced in your slide presentation, was that 
I analysis taken of the coal going into the boiler or 
2 as it was going to the stockpile? 
3 MR. MELLAND. That coal sample was taken 
4 during those years for the coal going to the 
5 stockpile. From there it was taken drectly into 
6 the boiler. 
7 MR. SCHWINDT: So it would reflect the 
8 coal that was being burned that particular day? 
9 MR. MELLAND: It's the most 
o representative. When it goes out of the stockpile, 
1 it goes out in the cone, and from below the cone 
2 are the feeders whch feed the coal then dmctly 
3 to the boiler. That is one of the reasons we use 
4 just that day's coal supply, because if you go 
5 beyond that where you don't have the coal data, you 

That finishes my presentation. I would be 

MR. SCHWLNDT: hLr. Melland, I had one 
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1 don't know what you have, so the most 
2 representative would best -- we felt that day's 
3 coal burn would be most representative by that 
4 day's coal delivery. 
5 
6 coal do you have in the stockpile? 
7 

8 the stockpile works. 
9 MR.scHWINDT: okay. 
0 
I stockpile and goes into two cones. Below the two 
2 cones are the feeders that take the coal from those 
3 two cones -- delivery cones into the plant. If you 
4 have an excess, you can take that coal off the cone 
5 and bring it out to the stockpile. Normally the 
6 coal that is brought into the plant does not come 
7 from the stockpile unless you do not have enough 
8 coal on the cone. So the coal that goes onto that 
9 cone is the coal that's fed into the boiler. Are 
3 there any other questions? 
1 MR. WITHAM: Lyle Witham, Attorney 
2 General's Office. Curt, I had a couple questions. 
3 I would like to start with your slide on the 
1 calculation used with the average monthly rate. 
5 MR. MELLAND: Absohtely. 

MR. S C m m T :  So how many days worth of 

MR. MELLAND: Maybe I need to explain how 

MR. M E L L ~ :    he coal comes out of the 

~~ 
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I MR. wIs?IAM: can you tell me why you 
2 picked a month? What was your rationale for that? 
3 MR. MELLAND: GO back and get it here. 
4 Yeah, there it is. Okay. Somehow you have to 
5 calculate the amount of coal that i; burned during 
6 the 3-hour rate or the 24-hour rate. There are 
7 daily coal readmgs that are taken that tells you 
8 how much coal is burned in a particular day. That 
9 data is archwed somewhere. So to be most 

, O  expedient we can use -- we have monthly data, and 
I that monthly data -- the reason we use heat rate is 

. 2  becawe 2ie monthly data gives a snapshot of what 

. 3  the actual unit efficiency is during that month 
i 4  MR. WTHAM: b a month the shortest 
5 period you have available? 
6 MR. M E L L ~ ? ) :  For the heat rate 
7 calculation, the month is the shortest date that we 
8 have available. 
9 MR. WlTHAM: Now, just for the 
!O clarification for both myself and the hearing 
! i  officers, on the CEMs data you get an hour-by-hour 
:2 emission rate? 
!3 MR. MELLAM) Right. 
!4 

!i apples, what dld you do? 
MR "ITHAM: Now, to do an apples to 
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1 MR. MELLAND: W e  took the maximum 3-hour 
2 emission rate from CEMs data just as we did with 
3 the other data. 

< MR.  MELLAND For each month, that's 
6 correct. And then for each month -- oncc we did 
7 that for each month, then we took the maximums from 
8 those to determine the maximums for each year. So 
9 essentially what we did is we took the maximum 
0 3-hour for the year, thc CEM data, just as we did 
I with the other data. 
2 MR.  WITHAM And what you're saying then 
3 based upon that concept, that Leland Olds would be 
4 an increment expander rather than an increment 
5 consumer as under the Department's calculation? 
6 MR MELLAND. According to these 
7 calculations, this shows that during the baseline 
8 years of -- for Unit 2 and Unit 1 that we emitted 
9 as much or more So2 during the 3-hour and 24-kour 
10 period than we currently do. 
! I  MR. WITHAM: h&. Bachman put together the 
12 draft document in the docket on baseline emission 
13 rates. I'm going to let him ask a few questions. 
!4 I do want to -- h s  was a point I made in some of 
15 the -- in some of the -- or the point the 

4 MR. WITHAM Out O f  a month? 
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1 Department ma& in some of the legal documents. 
2 Tius is a review of the adequacy of the SIP and the 
3 drafts we put together are basically proposals. It 
4 isn't necessary for the hearing officer on a 
5 case-by-case, plant-by-plant basis to resolve, I 
6 h n k ,  each of these issues to determine the 
I adequacy of the SIP. Some of these questions that 
8 we might be getting into in terms of the details 
9 may not be appropriate for these proceedings. but I 

10 think it would be appropriate for both tbe hearing 
i I officers and for us to understand some of the 
. 2  complexities by letting Tom and Curt drscuss a 
. 3  couple of the points. 
4 MR. BACHMN!: This is Tom Bachman of the 
5 Health Deparrment. Just a couple quick questions. 
6 In the 1975 to 1980 period, you indxated that 
,7 sulfur analyses were only done once to twice per 
8 month? 
9 MR. htELLAh9:  They were done somewhere 
!O between two and four times a month. 
!l MR B A C H M W :  How about sodrum content? 
:2  MR MELLAND. ~odrum values, because it is 
i3 so important to the operation of the boiler -- you 
14 know, sodrum is one of those h n g s  in the coal 
15 that acts like glue in the ash. So when th~s  
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1 sodium laying in the coal goes up in a convection 
2 pass, if there's a lot of it, there's a lot of 
3 glue, it causes a lot of ash accumulations, and 
4 that's very important to us when we're trying to 
s run the boiler, so we measure sodrum content for 
6 every coal sample that -- or coal delivery that we 
I get so that we know what's coming. 
8 MR. BACHMAN: SO that Would be Once a 
9 day? 
o MR MELLAND: That would be once a day. 
1 MR. BACHMAN: So you could actually tie -- 
2 do you have the data to show for the date you 
3 picked the maximum 3-hour or the maximum 24-hour, 
4 you could tie that to so&um content? 
5 MR. MELLAND: we certainly could do that. 
6 MR. BACHMAN: Ttianks. That's all I have. 
7 MR. K'ITHA!!: curt, I don't know if h s  is 
8 w i h n  the scope of what you do at Basin, but would 
9 you -- I don't want a long story, but basically 
0 talk about the MAPP region that we're in and, well, 
I some of the general h n g s  that go in terms of 
2 demand load that affect on an annual basis the 
3 amount of tons of coal that go through a facility 
4 in a year and whether that -- 
5 MR. MELLAND: Are you aslung me to explain 
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I the demand in the MApP region or the demand for 
2 load at Leland Olds? 
3 
4 per year burned in the facility. 
5 
6 aslung how the demand for the power vaned from the 
7 years 1975 to 1980 to tk current years; IS that 
8 what I 'm hearing? 
9 

10 
I 1 question, went back to our marketing people and 
:z said, hey, can you tell me what -- show me what thc 
13 demand was for power at Leland Olds Station from 
14 1975 to 1980, and the answer I got back is ~ v e  no 
15 longer have it. So in reality 1 rcally -- 1 can't 
16 give you a good explanation. 
17 MR. K'ITHAM. A1 nght. I havc no further 
18 questions. 
19 MR. SCh%"DT .mybody else havc any 
20 questions for Mr. Melland? Paul. 
21 MR. GREEN: I hear about this sodium. In 
2; what form does that come in? 
23 MR MELL.4ND Thc way we tcst it. Paul. is 
24 we test i t  for sodium oxide. That's the test that 
25  we use, and it's a measure -- and it gives us a 

MR. KTTHAM: AS affecting the total tons 

MR. MELLA~?): okay. 1 assume that you're 

MR. U'ITHAM. Yeah, the general -- yeah. 
MR. MELLAND well, I actually asked that 
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1 measure of the amount of sodium. h'ou.. if you'rc 
2 asking what other chemical forms that it 's in, 
3 Paul, I rcally can't tell you. 
4 MR. GREEN But  it comes as N.42 thcn? 
5 MR MELLAND &A2 is what we tcst for. 
6 MR GREEN 1 kcep hearing about acid 
7 rain. There's hydrwhloric, boric acid, 
8 hydrochloric, we got normal hydrochloric in our 
9 tummies, as long as we got a good gas lining, no 

10 problem, hydrochlonc, that's a diffcrcnt thing. 
I I Boric acid we put in our eyc. I 'm assuming what 
1 2  we're talking about hcrc is sulfuric acid. N o u ,  i f  

13 we'rc talking about sulfuric acid, how do you make 
14 sulfuric acid? In  a contact sulfuric acid plant 
IS you get your sulfur b lmcr  up to approximately 
16 three grams, you'rc circulating your sulfur and you 
17 get real -- 
18 MR BAHR. Paul, Paul -- Paul, if you havc 
19 a question, you need to ask the question. Okay'? 
20 If you want to testify, that's at a different time. 
21 

' 

MR GREEN. Just give me a minutc, will 
22 you? 
23 UhTDEhTIFIED PERSON. Easy, Paul. 
24 MR GREEN Thank you. Now, if we've got 
25  all this S02. where is the S 2 0 3 ?  
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1 
2 We don't have the measuring facilities at the plant 
3 to do that and 1 certainly can't -- I can't give 
4 you an answer. 
5 MR. GREEN: What I was leadmg up to 
6 formerly when he broke in on me is that to get from 
7 sulfur to sulfuric acid, you've got to get to a 
8 S293 from your reactor, then you go to weak 
9 sulfuris acid, then you fatten it up with some SO: 

o and you get to H2so4. Now, I would like a show. of 
i hands of people in h s  room that in three yezs  
2 started up 35 sulfuric acid plants. I I- --:: ? 

3 little something about s02. 1 heard sc i - L d i  irom 
4 the State Health the first years I was in hc 
5 Dakotas about NOX and I was told that it was NO? 
6 or N205, or so on, and I told some of the people in 
7 the State Health if you look in your inorganic chem 
8 handbook, you will see that NO2 is in an 
9 equilibrium with X205 and then right beside it in 
0 parentheses it says odorless, colorless. Now, for 
i years they claimed that it was the NOX that was 
2 giving us the color, the odor. Now, we've come a 
3 long ways. We've admxned that it 's SO?. We're on 
4 OUT way. Thank you for your time. 
5 m. SCKURJDT: Thank you. Any other 

MR. MELLAM): Paul, I can't address that. 
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I questions? Thank you, Mr. Melland. 
2 
3 permission, I would like to address some of the 
4 evidence that's been presented during the hearing. 
5 I med in opening to address some of the questions 
6 which had come up before Basin testified. But in 
7 this closing 1 would like to address the evidence 
8 that has been presented. 
3 
3 that has been addressed on several occasions, and 
1 that is what is the baseline, what is the baseline 
2 level using 1976 and 19??? It has been testified 
3 that the State used bubbler data and that data is 
4 not good enough to credit. If you look at the 
5 hstory, the PSD document that's been put together, 
5 it more closely comports with the levels that some 
7 of the experts testified they've used for regional 
3 background on the order of 25, those knds  of 
> readmgs during that time. But because there's no 
1 data or credible data, the State has modeled 
I backwards into those years. Mr. Long in his 
I testimony suggested that the way the State should 

do ths would be to look at the trend that was 
i occurring. He suggested you might project that 
j downward, if you'11 recall that testimonv. 

m. CONNERY. With the hearing officers' 

And I would like to begin with one issue 

- .  
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1 

2 were going to tape my two fingers together so I 
3 couldn't do it wrong here. 
4 Ths is tbe data that was presented by Mr. 
5 Winges. It is the State's data from the monitors. 
6 And if you will notice, wh le  it is in different 
7 units, it is the same data that follows the same 
8 terms. EPA was in parts per million. Tius graph 
9 is in micrograms per cubic meter. 
o These two dots that h4r. Long suggested be 
I projected downward, if EPA had included, and I do 
2 not know why they cfid not include, the '79 data, 
3 actually show that the second hghest. hghest 
4 second hgh for 1979 was hgher. I would simply 
5 suggest to you that in addition to modeling u h c h  
6 the State has used to project that bachward, thar 
7 you consider using standard statistical mcthods to 
8 project the data back. The addtional -- it 's only 
C) about 13 months, less than that actually, that you 
'0 would need to -- into December 17th, 1977. A s  far 
i as I know, and the State knows better than I, 
2 whether or not there was a significant change 
'3  during that period of time. If thcrc's no reason 
4 to expect that there was a significant changc, t k n  
5 I ttUnk projection backward using standard 

If we could go to my next slide. They 
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i statistical methods is probably as valid as 
z modeling. Modeling has got a lot of problems. As 
3 you know, there's much less deviation in souce  
.i data and in monitoring data. 

The second point that I would likc to make 
6 has to do with a separate ground, a significant 
7 one, that affects whether or not thc State plan is 
8 adequate, and what the State should take into 
9 account and weigh in making that determination. 
0 We've talked about ambient data, we've talkcd about 
I modeling, and 1'11 talk a Iittle bit more about 
2 those, but I wanted to go into the determinations 
3 by the Federal Land Managers who run thc North 
4 Dakota Class 1 areas on what the impact on air 
5 quality has been in their parks. It's bccn made, 
6 as 1 alluded to several times, from 1982 to the 
7 latest time in 1993. That determination was a 
8 very, very intense determination. For instance, 
9 with respect to visibility it was a level 3 
0 determination. That is the most intense highest 
I level of visibility review for a Class I area under 
2 EPA's methodology at that tune. They did make 
3 determinations on visibility, and I would suggest 
4 to you that they are as well founded or better 
5 founded than any suggestion on that subject today 

< 
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I that could be made or was made. 
2 
3 increase in allowable emissions should not increase 
4 perceptible plume impacts, what's called plume 
5 blight, or contribute to regional haze impacts. 
6 There was some suggestions about that subject in 
7 the testimony on Monday. Findings have been made 
8 on that subject and, as was pointed Out, the 
9 emissions since that time, since 1993, have 
o decreased overall in the state by a total of 40,000 
1 tons a year of soz for all sources. 
2 
3 determining what I &di is the most important and 
4 determinative factor about air quality in Class I 
5 areas, whch is whether the air quality is being 
6 adversely affected. As you know, I do not thd 
7 that Class I increment is an absolute and I hd 
8 much more basic is the AQRV. I believe that is 
9 consistent with the congressional intention. 
'c The Federal Land Manager made many other 
' I  findings. You've seen some of them, are familiar 
.2 with them. The biological resources would not be 
'3  adversely affected due to air pollution at North 
4 Dakota Class I areas. Mr. Winges covered number 
5 4. There were finchngs. 

1 This is the specific finding that I 
2 alluded to that was made by the Federal Land 
3 Managers in number 5 here, that the alternative 
4 increment would not be exceeded. That is the 
5 applicable increment when you're dealing with a 
6 source that exceeds the Class I increment. And he 
7 made a specific determjnatjon that j t  didn't excecd 
8 that. There's no question about it. It's not even 
9 in controversy here. 
0 
I dealt with whether or not the total emissions, the 
2 12.7 micrograms per cubic meter that Mr. O'CIair 
3 testified to, would impair visitor experience, 
4 whether it would diminish the national significance 
5 of the park or wilderness area, whether it would 
6 cause or contribute to the impairment of the 
7 structure and functioning of ecosystems. This has 
8 to do with prevention of significant deterioration 
9 more specifically, more drrectly, more to the root 
3 dungs that the public is concerned about than 
1 modeling and an arbitrary number, which is what the 
2 Class I increment is. 
3 I'm not going to take your time with the 
4 rest of that. 1 dunk you can turn that off, 
s Ompie. 

What they determined was that the proposed 

Now, I think thaz G I Z  is a good basis for 
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There were also very broad findmgs that 
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1 Finally, I would simply lrke to touch on a 
2 couple of the things that have &en raised here. 
3 In determining whether or not the State plan is 
4 adequate as the State has proposed to prevent 
5 significant deterioration, we have presented 
6 evidence dealing with three aspects: Monitored 
7 data, air quality related values, and modeling. 
8 You heard h4r. Winges testify that the 
9 monitoring data you have collected is good data, as 
o good as he's seen. He's looked at your monitoring 
1 sites. It's included in EPA's AIRS database. it's 
2 the gold standard. And what it shows -- Ompie, if 
3 you could turn that on again, I would like to back 
4 up to a couple slides. 

6 here, if you look at the monitoring data, that 
7 trend line that I put up for 24-hour values, the 
8 second hgh, second highest hgh. as I said, we 
9 don't really know where the baseline is as of 
o December 17, 1977. We know what thc data trend 
I line looks like starting 13 months, about a year 
2 later, 1 1  months later. 

What it shows is that somewhere -- we 
4 don't know whether if you took Mr. Long's 
5 suggestion and went down here to 25 maybe, or 40, 

I exactly where it is, but we know it's somewhere in 
2 there. We know it 's not down here. I think we 
3 know that. But the increment, of coursc, is that 
4 additional 5 micrograms we're tallung about. We 
5 know that whatever it is, ths is Teddy Rooscvelt 
6 North Unit, that the monitored data shows that thc 
7 increment has expanded and expanded significantly 
8 by two or three times at worst the level that is 
9 allowcd as a matter of increase, so that if you use 
0 thts data and simply look at -- don't look at air 
I quality related values, don't look at any of the 
2 things that have been suggested to you othcr than 
3 the monitored data, it shows increment expansion; 
4 or if you're at the South Unit, it shows no use of 
5 that increment, that it 's still available on the 
6 same basis. 
7 
8 monitored data, as you've heard from Mr. Winges, 
9 when it's used in contrast to modeling, it is the 
0 standard by which modeling is judged. If the 
1 modeling conforms better to thc ambient data, it 's 
2 better modeling. So that, of course, is what we 
3 tried to provide, was useful modeling that did come 
4 closer to the monitored data. 
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< What it shows, I 'm malung some assumptions 
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As I mentioned at the beginning, I h n k  

5 Now, comparing thc two, we hnk the 
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I monitoring is the better data, and we h n k  that 
2 thls is a very sound basis for the State to judge 
3 whether or not it's done a good job. To get to the 
4 modeling, you heard about -- Mr. Winges tell you 
s that for this purpose -- not for new source review, 
6 but for this purpose it can't do the job that EPA 
7 says it must do. It can't do that period of time 

and space, it can't get to the result. Simply 
9 because of the differences in bottling all of those 
o sources, it can't do that job. We know it's being 
1 wed. We know it's being used to judge your work. 
2 And so I v i m  to just talk briefly about the EPA 
3 modeling. It was put forward in thls hearing as 
4 the basis for requiring the State to revise its 
5 state implementation plan and for determining that 
6 the state plan is inadequate to prevent significant 
7 deterioration and protect the increment. 
8 
9 whether it could sustain that conclusion or serve 
o as a basis for that determination, I t lnk  there 
I are a number of thlngs to consider. One is that 
2 EPA doesn't even pretend to know what emissions are 
3 representative of normal operations in North 
4 Dakota. It just assumed it. It just said 1976 to 
s ' 7 7 .  It did not do what the State has done. The 

1 State has, if you've read their document, made a 
2 detailed determination of what two years are 
3 representative for each source based on a close 
4 review of heat input, sulfur levels, you know, the 
5 technical details of that. It is a better basis. 
6 EPA is not entitled to simply assume what's 
7 representative operations. That's the kinds of 
8 thmgs that the State knows and that EPA does not 
9 know, and that's why it's primarily in your hands, 
0 and I would argue ultimately in your hands. 
1 EPA testified that the most significant 
2 source affecting the Class I areas on a modeled 
3 basis is oil and gas sources. EPA did not model 
4 oil and gas sources. EPA probably cannot model oil 
5 and gas sources unless you tell them how to do it. 
6 The data for that and the knowledge of it and 
7 malung reasonable judgments about it is something 
El that I thlnk really only the State can do, and 
9 should do primarily, and if done on a reasonable 
3 basis would be accepted. And, as you know, those 
1 emissions have declined from a level of around 
2 35,000 tons a year in the early '80s to less than 
3 5,000now. 
4 So on those two factors alone I thlnk the 
5 EPA data is sadly -- the EPA modeling is sadly 

When you look at EPA's modeling and 
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1 laclang, far from the superior basis for overruling 
2 state amon. The EPA, of course, also does not 
3 know, and I think critically does not know, or 
4 care, what the baseline emissions are. It has said 
s that over and over again. And if you don't knou 
6 what the baseline emissions are, how can you know 
7 what the increment is? And if you're assessing 
s Class I increment where air quality related values 
9 are the touchstone, not the Class I increment, how 
o can you possibly dsregard the bixqeline? The Statc 
1 takes the baseline into account in its 

. 2  methodology. EPA doesn't have a mcthodolog for 
3 doing this. It's got a new source review 
4 methodology. It doesn't have rules, regulations or 
s any structure for doing t l s .  The suggestion that 
6 it somehow does and can tell you what that i s  and 
7 how to do it, as you know, I find to be without 
8 substantiation. 
9 
!O not a guideline model they've uscd. It's not 
! I  permitted to be used by EP.4 under thcir oun ~ C S .  

i2 Their rules say you haw to use a guidclinc modcl. 
13 If you don't, you have to haw a noticc and an 
14 opportunity for hearing on it. They haven't 
ii noticed this model. They haven't givcn an 

1 opportunity for its hexing. So I think thc 
2 suggestion that the EPA modeling is bcttcr in some 
3 fashion simply isn't supported by thcir cvidcncc in  
4 t l s c a s e .  
5 
6 and EPA's, I should mcntion, as ~ , e l l ,  they left out 
7 sources -- significant sources, the Mandan 
8 Refinery. At the same time the Statc's invcntory 
9 contained many adjustmcnts that did rcflcct 
o increment expansion and has a supcrior databasc, as 
1 Mr. Hammer testified. He also tcstificd that a 
2 better basis would bc to include and use in your 
3 emission inventory an applcs to applcs comparison 
4 of emissions and that thcrc's a bettcr way to do 
5 that which we hope is a useful suggcstion. 
6 Finally, Mr. Painc w a  askcd to suggest 
7 the best data and the bcst way of running thc 
8 Calpuff model, a mattcr which you may gathcr hc 
9 knows somethmg about. What he uscd, I think, was 
10 a far superior database. To rcally do -- have any 
11 chance of knowing what's happening at thc level 
i2 that these emissions arc injected into thc 
13 atmosphere, stack height plus plumc rise which is 
!4 in the upper air, you have to know what that wind 
15 field is between the plant and the Class I area. 
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The last thlng I would say is that this is 
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The Statc's modcling, on the other hand - -  
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